m ~f oy i e Ld B

O S S SUE T JE PTS T SP U Y SUD I (1Y S 1Y [N 4 RO 1 T 0 R N, T T T L R I LR N R TR U U L e ) e e e e
I o S e T [ T o T T TN T B T - e S P R S = Y B R S I T R R e T

RECEIVED

STATE OF MONTANA
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS MAR 26 1950

Standards Bureau
IN THE MATTER OF THE UNEAIR LABOR PRACTICE NQ, 24.97:

CULBERTSON EDUCATION ASSOCIATICON,
MEA/MEA,

complalnant,
- V5 - FINAL ORDER

CULBERTSON PUBLIC SCHDOL
BOARD OF TRUSTEES,

LR T T T . o

Defendant.
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The above-captioned matter came befora the Board of Personnel Appeals
on February 25, 1999. Arlyn L. Plowman, Director of Personnel 5ervices for the
Montana school Boards Assoclation, appezled to the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Order Issued by a Department hearing officer, dated
September 24, 1995,

Appearing before the Board were Arlyn L. Plowman, on behalf of the
befendant and Karl J. Englund, attorney for the Complainant, Both parties
participated In persan.

After review of the record and conslideration of the arguments by the
parties, the Board concludes as follows:

% Eirding of Fact Mo, 1 Is not supported by substantial evidence.
accordinaly, ICis hereby vacated and the following substituted in its place:

1. Complalnant Association is 8 labor organization which is
the exciusive representative for certain employees of the
Defendantiemplover including all teachers in the schoo! certified in
Class 4, 2. 4 and 5 whose position requires such certification.

2. A portion of Finding of Fact No. 5, Is not supported by
substantial evidence, Accordingly, the word “district” found on Page 3,
line 11 of such finding is hereby deleted and the word "association”
substituted In Its place.
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3, A portion of Finding of Fact MNo. 6 Is not supported by
substantial evidence, Accordinaly, the phrases “profassional and parsonal
leave "p/p leave™)" and "p/p leave” found on Page 3, lines 15 and 186,

respectively, are hereby deleted and the phrase "sick lesve” substituted
therefore.

. A portion of Finding of Fact No. 2 Is not supported by
substantial evidence. Accordingly, the phrase "p/p leave” found on both

lines 14 and 13 of Page 4, are hereby deleted and the phrase ‘sick leave"
substituted therefore,

=¥ A portion of Finding of Fact No. 11 15 not supported by
substantlal evidence. Accordingly, the phrase *p/p leave® found on line 1

of Page 5, Is hereby deleted and the phrase “sick leave” substituted in its
place,

6. A portion of Finding of Fact No. 14 [s not supported by
substantial evidence. Accordingly, the phrase “p/p leave” found on ling 11

Of Page 5, Is hereby deleted and the phrase “sick leave” substituted In its
place.

7. A portion of Finding of Fact No. 17 s not supparted by
substantial evidence. accordingly, the phrase “p/p leave” found on line 1
Of Page g, is hereby deleted and the phrase “sick leave" substituted in its
place,

3. A portion of Finding of Fact No. 18 s not supported by
substantial evidence and is inherently Inconsistent with the first sentence
of Finding of Fact No. 21. Accordinaly, the first sentence of Finding of
Fact No. 18 |5 hereby deleted.

=1 Fortions of the Hearing Officer's *Opinion” section were not
SIJ|:I|'_'II:II'tE'I:|_|:I‘,.f substantial ex_.lleje nce of record andfor were legally Incorrect.
These sections, together with the Board's corractions are noted below:

A.  Online 5 of page 8 the language “The district was
inflexible on major economic Issues, Its. .. " is hereby vacated and
the phrase "The district's" substituted tharefore.

B. The two sentences found on lines 45 through 138 of page
9, are hereby deletad and the following language substituted

therefore: HEEE[UED

MaR 2 6 1993
Stapdards Burea
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This response, when considerad curmwlatively with the other
complained of activity, fails to estabiish & totality of conduct
evidencing that the district was negotiating in bad faith. Thus,
r.u:ar ,uunﬂ}# labor practice accurred Under the totality of conduct
rationale.

10,  Conclusion of Law No, 2, found on the bottom of page 8 is
legally incorrect and is hereby voided.

11.  The Cenclusion of Law found at the top of page 10 imistakenly

|dentified as number “2", but actually No. 3 in sequencel |s also legally
incorrect and hereby volcded.

Wherefore, having made the foregoing Factual and legal corrections to the
Hearing Officer's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommended Order,
the Board orders as follows;

s b IT IS HEREEY DRDERED that the declsion of the Hearing Officer is
overturned,

7.0 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no unfalr labor practice was committed
and that this case |s dismissed.

DATED this £2  day of March, 1998,

B0ARD OF PERSOMMEL APPEALS

ufjﬁrnea A. Rice, Jr. €/

Frasiding Officer
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Board members schneider, Vagner and Talcott concur,
Board members Rice and Perkins dlssent.
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RECEIVED

MAR 20 1999
3 Siandards Bureau
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State of Monptina
Department of aboe and Indostry, Hearings Boreau
Belfore the Board of Personnel Appeals

In the Matter of Unfair Labore Practice Mo, 34-97;

E’ull:mr’r_'inn Edutation Assaciation,
MEA/NEA,

Complainant,

VE,
Findings of Facy, Conclustors of Law
Cutllsertssn Public School Board of ard Reconmended Order

Trusiees,

B

Drefemiant.

I, Procedure, Avthority and Hearing
O May 29, 1997, the Cuiberison Education Association, MEA/NEA, filed an unfair
Labor pracice complaint against the Culbertson Public School Board of Trustees. The
complaint alleped that the Defendant had violted §39-31-305{1 ) ancl (23 MCA . and had
committed an unfair labor practice wsder §39-31-401 MCA, The Déferdant fled o responze

{oonJune 13, E997, denying the allegations contained of the congplabn

Cm July 14, 1997, the department issued 0s Investigative Report and Delznmination,
O Avpust 25, 1997, the Board of Personnel Appeals gave moice that Terry Spear wias
appoised as heanng officer, On September 9, 1997, the hearing officer gave notice of o
prehearing conference, sel for Seprember 22, 1997, On Septemnber 16, 1997, complainant's
cotnsel, Carev Matovich, Muovich & Keller, PLCL, requested 3 eontinsmes of the prebearing

conference.  The hearing officer granted the request, and reschedulel the prebearing

| conference for October 6, 1997, After the prelearing conference, the henring eximiner issued

& prehearing order seiting bearing for March 3, 1008, At the request of the partses, for the
convenience of witnssses, the hearing officer resst lelephonic hearing for March 5, 1993, wiwl
convened (e hearing that day,

Under authority of §39-31-406, MCA, pursiant 1o ARM 2426682, the hearing officer

- conducted the admindstrative bearing according to the Montann Adminlsteative Procedures Asi,

I Title 2. Chapter 4, Part &, MCA_ with the purpose of delermining the validity of the charpes.
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The parties had & full epportunity 10 present evidence relevim to the Jétemminative issues. to
present their arguments on all issues of law and to examine and cross examine wilnesses. All
formnl hearing testimony wis under oath or affirmation and recorded.

Carey Matovich represented the Complainant, and Maggie Copelam!, UniServ Direcior
for Ares 4 of the Montanz Education Assocmtion, was also present. Arlvn L, Plowrin,
Personne] Specialist, Montana School Boards Association, appeired and participatad for the
Defendant. - Complainant called Kard Jensen, Dianne Larsen, Rory Candi, and Margarer Dare
to testify. The Defendunt catled Ron Oclkers, Ron Mulé, and Rhondn Knudsen o westify.
Extiitats 1 through 15 were adnotked as joint exhibits.

Comglainant Nled s post-hearing brief and proposed decision on April A, 19938,
Diefendant filed its proposed decision on April 7, 1998, Complainant filed its replv brief on
April 20, 154, Defendant filed its reply brief on April 20, 1998, Defendant then filed 2
brief requesting administrative notice on May 21, 1998, Complainant did ot respond.

I1. Issues

The issues for hearing, in accort with the prehearing order, were as fallows:

L. Whether complainant's facioal allegations (s el fordh in the complaint aad inthe
preheaning conference cutline received 2-26-97% are true:

2, If complninant's factual allepations are tree, whether the actions of delerln
constifure bad fasth baroainkg

3, Whether defendant has violated §§39-31-305(1 ) and (2) aml 39-31-401 MCA, 15
atleged i the ULP comploine Gled May 29, 1997,

Based upon the evidence at the hearing, and the post-hearing filings of the prirties, the
henrmg eflcer now makes the following findings, conclusions and proposed ordes

11, Fincings of Foct

I, Complainant associanon is o K-12 teacher bargaining voit-and the exclusive

{ representative for its members within the defendont’s employ.

2. Defendant disinict 35 a public school emplover, and employs, amone others, members

of e essociatic



|d

= L

3, The association wmxd e district are pasties @ a series of collective bargaining
agrecments. AL Lhe time this complaing was filed the association and the district were panies
by the currend colleclive bargaining agreement, effective July 1, 1945 through June 30, 1997
(Article I'V, page one, Exhibit 15),

4, The agrecment betwesn (he poarties automatically renewed frome year to year unkcss
the association gave metce (o the disteper before s regular Jamary meeting of the assocition's
desire 1 renegoliate portons of the contract.  The association gave notice to e disirct in
December 1996 of iis desire 1o renegotiate the contract, testimony of Kari Jensen; thies, the
thesi-current - agresmeant expired on Jume 34, 1997

5, The partics met and exchanged propaosals for an agreement o todal of five times before
the district filed its complaint. The mectings occurred on Morch 13, April T4; April 21, May |
ard Moy 13, 1997,

A, Om March 13, 1997, the association proposed (Exkubil 23

(&) o one-vear agreement, from 70T to 630098 (A IV,

(B} on increase of professionnl and persenal Teave ("p'p lenve™) from 1010 12
days/venr, an incresse of the aifowable accumulntion of p'p leave from 75 1o B0 days, and
provision For a sick leave bank (An.-X);

(e} a change of pavdny from the 15th o the Stheof cach memh (A X1

() an increase in the disidiet’s health insurance contribution from $275 1o S300
per manth for the one-yeas period fAr X1

(e} nn increase i the base salary from 18,550 10 $19,000 per year and an
incrense i the top of the salary schedule from $34,651 1w 335,402 (App. A)

(f} Increases in two extracurcicilar salary indices (band and cheir), amd sddition
of the National Honor Society Advisor to the non-atbletic index al 2100 (App. B)

(2} a workday change (Art. VIII), and

(hya proposed calendar for the 199798 schoal year,

7. The distriet’s initin]l propesal (Exhibit 6}, also presented on March P30 1997, included

(a} a twosyenr contrict; from 79T to 630008 (AL, [V
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{1y} an increzss in the district’s health insurance contribution from 3275 Lo 5200
per month for both years, with no-district payment of disability insurance (Art, X1

fed wenrly tenured peacher evitlustions, mstead of every other vear (A, X111

() an inerease in the base salary from 18,550 10 $18,750 Tor the Tirst yvear and 1o
S1R.950 for the second year (App. AL

{e) o change in the extracusriculor able from an index bosed calculation 1o
gpacitic salares: Some salames would be moreased and others unchanpeed from the
previous agreement, The lirges! mereases 1o the estmenrrieubor solnres would be the
athletic salanes (App: B); and

{ £} deletion of the agreement 1o meet &nd conder about the school calendar,

8. On April 1O, 1997, the district offered (Exhibit 7} the same werms as previousty
proposed, except that i offered to accept the association's workday change, sick leave bank,
payday chunge, and ncreases n band and choir extracourcicular salaries,

Q. Qu-April 21, 1997 the association offered (Exhibit 3) o zccept 10 days of pip
leave -per vear but with an increase in the allowable accumalation of p/p leave, presented a
new sick leave bank proposal acd proposed a furtber increass in the district’s banlth insumnce
cordribution to $325 per menth with the restoration of distrier paviment of disability ansurince
The association also progosed reziosation of jeint decisions on school year calendazs, bt if e
apresmtent conld e reached on the school calendar, i majorisy vote of the ieachers wouold
dechde the calendar. The association offered toaccept & lower increase of base salary (10
£18,850 rather than 519, 0000 and proposed thit extrocurricular salaries be modified more
uniformly, with nyore increnses for non-athietic positions and lesser for athletic posittons,

10, O Apnil 21, 1997, the district offered (Exhibit 8} to reinstate the disability
insirarce premim payments, and otherwise presented the same offer as on April 10, 1997,

11. Chn May 11997, the association offered (Exhibil 4) a two-vesr contract, walls the
first vear essensnlly wentical to ts April 21, 1997, ofter, buc reverting 1o the:sick banpk
languagre i haad originally proposed (and the districe had subsequently adopted. in its proposais)

and adding positbons 10 the extracurricular salrses.  Inthe secomd year the association
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proposed an increase incaccamulated plp Reave days from 80 to 85, an imcreased health
insurance contrbution by the district from 33235 1o 5335, aod o inereased bage salary from
518,850 1o 510,125,

12, Oy May 1, 1997, the district offered the sime proposal as on Apeil 21, 1997,
excepd the additon of the National Honor Advisor 1o the extracurricular salaries.

13, O May [2, 1997, the association made another one-vear offer (Exhile 3,
identical in all respects to s Apeil 21, 1997, one-year propesal excepl that 1t dropped the sick
leave bank, provided for negotintions on o calendir and added o Gifted and Tolemted Director
tor the extracurricular salores,

14. Ok May 13, 1997, the district repeated its offer (Exhibit 10), bot it offered
increased accumulation of pdp leave to 85 days with no sick leave bank, an increase in base
salary o 318,300 for the first year and 319,000 for the second year and proposed withdrawal
athletic extracurricular salaries from the contraet,

15, Some of the extracurricutar positions that the disteict proposed o delete from the
extréurricular saliry schedole on May 13, 1997, were held by certified teachers within the
Pargzining unit. Inother instances, persons hobdine thése extra-curmicular positions wiene nol
otherwise emploved in positions within the barpaining umit, The agreement’s (Exlabit 13),
defined the bargaining unit as ket leachers certified i Class 1, 2, 4 aml 5 whose positons
called for or regpuired certfication, but excluded certified individuals vet under confract o
perlform teaching duties, The extra-carricudar positions deleted in the district’s Moy 13, 19597
proposal did not require certification.

16, At this point, the associafion’s segotalors suggested agreement on & onc-year
contract. Ron Oelkers, board chair, responded for the district, that if the district had 1o
propose a gne-vear contracl there woukd be “much Eess on-it,” Testimony of kari Jensen,

17, On May 27, 1997, the parties again meq, and the district offensd essentially the
came two-year contract. For the first tme, the district offered & one-vear proposal. In that

progasal’, the district offeresd the same workday and pavday provisions comained in the

* Mo exhibil comnins the proposals of May 27, 1997

A
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purrent contract, the same pip leave maximam aceitmulntion ps in the current contract, &l an
\nsurance contribution of 285 per month, $5 per month Iower thin the first offer the district
mada, on March 13, 1997 (but higher than the curren vomiract). Testimony of Karl Jensen.

|E. No mezningful negotiztions have cccurred since Muy of 1997, During negotiations.
ench fime sither party made a concession it considered major, it soupht o corresponding
coneession from the sdversary. Ihoth parties relved upon (eetr research pegarding salaries and
benefis from nearby or otherwise alleoedly comparable districts. Neither side offered credible
evidence that firancial or equitible factors mandated acoeprance of their progosals, of
establistsed the unreasonableness of the opponent’s propsals,

19 The associntion’s spokesperson sugpesied early on (hat the associion expected Hhe
disirict (o agree to higher wages, better benefits and working conditions. Testimony ol Kari
Jensen, Ron Oelkers and Ron Mub, Throughout bargaming, the assocition took the position
that the focus wis properly on the concessions the digirict had to make [0 200 0 new CONCRCL

0. From the testimony and exhibits, the disirict came 1o the pepotiations with a clear
definition of what it was willing 10 offer. It pever waverad from that position, until it offared,
o1 the Betiest of the asspciation, o one-year proposal on May 27, 1997, Thus, while the
association sought increases beyond those offered, using outside salary data from surrcunding
or otheswiss compasable schools, the district seught concessions fromm the assocition in
exclhiange for tncreases beyond those offered during the first two exchanges of writien
proposals; Ron Mulé's testimony reparding the necessily lor the associatlon 10 make
concessions t obain fiurther concessions applics to the katter mestings, and nccurately
describes the disirict's position,

1. Since e complaint was filed, the parties have bargained on severil occasions,

incliding sessions with a Board of Personnel Appeals mediator, Neither party kas reguested

 uF denied 1 request for additionn] bargaining sessions since the last medintion sesslon.

V. Opinion

The ssnciation alleges unfiir fabor proctices by the district wnder §§359-31 M1,

2g | 39-31-305(2) and 39-31-401(3) MOA. The law reads ns follows:



39-31-305, Ducy o bargain collectively. — good fzith, (1) The public employver ax the
exclusive representative, through appropriate officials or their represematives, shall have tlx
authanity and the dury o bargain cotlectively. This duty extends to the obligation to bargain
collectively in good faith as ser forth in subsection (2} of this section,

{23 For the purpose of this chapier, to bargain collectively is the performance of the
mutunl obligation of the public emplover or his designated representatives and the
representatives of the exclusive représentative o meet at reasonable times and negotiate in
oo faith with respect to wages, hours, fringe benefits, and other conditions of employment
or the nepotintion of an agreement or any gquestion arising thercunder and the execution of a
written contract incorporating any agreement reached. Such obligation does not compel either
party to agree 16 2 propasal or require the making of a concession.

39-31-401, Unfair labor practices of public emplover. It-is an unfair labor peactice for
a public employer o2 . . . .

(53 refuse o bargan collectively in good fith with an exclusive representative,

I the distrret breached ns stoiutory duty to bargain collectively i pood faith as o public
emplover, then it did commit an unfair lahor practice, See, e.g., Ciry of Grene Falls v. Yorng,
211 Mot 13, 636 P.2d 185 (1984}, The Montan Board of Pecsomnel Appeals bos adopied
the teealicy of conduct standard when deciding whether an emplioyer bas Tailed 10 bargam in
g faith, MPEA v, City of Grear Falls, ULP #19-85 {1986); WEA v Lawral School Disteicr,
ULP #40-03 (1005], See glso American Copmmercigl Lines, 201 NLRB 1066 (1988,

CHferine proposals that cannot be accepted, with infiexible positions on mapor 15sues
wiith no proposal of reasonable alternatives, violates the oblignton of good faith bargaining,
See NLRE v, Wright Motors, 603 F. 24 64 (Tth Cir: 1979, In Montana, such conduct is
viewed within the totlity of conduct standard

Druring the course of negotiations, the association started witly the acticulafed goul of
ebaining substantially increased economic benefits from the new contract. . The basic rationale
for this geal, from the evidence, was that comparable districts provided far greater economic
Penefits w their teachers--that Catbertson was below average. The district siarted with the
articadated goal of providing fair increases to the teachers, relying upon other data. Neither
parsy placed its daia in evidence. Thus, the issue of good faith negotintion rests upon the
conduct of the parties, rather thon the obpective validity of the sconomie proposals.

Both sides negotiated in the same fashion, That b, exch party started with i sell
defined fair package, then made adjustments o that package in light of the other side's

proposais,  The claim of unfair labor practice focuses upen three allegations of bad faith



negotiations: that the district was inflexible on major economic sues, tat the distreo
bargained regressively when it proposed i one-year comract with much less in if, and that the
district proposed removal from the conptract of the achletic portion in pasticular of the
extracurricular schedile.’

The shistrier was anflexibic on major coonomic ssues. [ midial package involyved both
cuts amd increnses (removal of the disabllity insurance from the package). Afler ils second
praposal, thut of Aprdl 10, it made very limited further economic concessions.. Since neither
giile documenied (e assertedly objective bases for proposals (with actual evidence of
comiparative sataries or the diswior budget and funding availnbility, Tor examples), ths
tnilexibility can only be evaluated on its face. On its face, although it approaches an untair
labor practice, the evidence presented is insufficient 1o establish that 1t constintad, standing
aliore, &0 wnfaic |abor practice,

Likewise, although the one-year contract oflered by the distrct included substantially
bess than the first vear of two-vear packnges offered by the district, this fact alone does not
gztaflich an unfuir labor practece, Clearly, the associnton wanted more sconomic benefits
than the district’s best two-year package proposal. Reasonably, the district offered o ¢ne-year
comsract with more econamie henefit than the prior contract, but with less than was offered for
a contract thal would bind the parties for 3 second year.  Again, although the coercive impact
of the “much less in it™ one-year canrract, offered with the same two year package a8 the anly
altermutive, appreaches an unfair abor practice, this offer alone is nat an unfair labor pracrice.

In proposing the eliminntion of an extra-curriculir activity salary index from the
coptroct, the district went further. The index was o part of the current comract, and either the
index {with different mimbers from those of the assocition) or # salary e had been a pan

ol the district™s prios offers. Buov in addition. some. thoegh wot all, of the employees covered

2 The districs's removad of the school year calendar froen negoibations might be an instarce of the sdistrict
sugpesting that it sicoply dechde a maiter previonsly included in the cantract by ilsell asd never again, by conerect,
nepotinte over 1 al all, However, e asecebacinn bself p-n:-p-n::ed a panirict provition Haar (i danirter e
sasaciarinn ceuld oot agree upon the calesdar, the teschers (i.e., e assaciation) woahl dechde e calendar, - Bl
vides proposed Endependeniky thar thelr appenent give up 21 right to determine fisally e calendar, Thus, neicher
side chimasefy offsred py compromise. The calendar negotialions evidents bails sides sezking o grasp anilateral
decizion-making power, and redound o neither party's benefiz.

B
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by the index were members of the bargatning unit.  The only reason for the district’s proposed
removal of these enlire salary determinations from the conract was the apparent desire of the
distract to increase coach salaries more (on & percentase basis) tsan teacher suluries. The
nssocition’s unwillingness o apres prompted the district o propode smple excision of the
silares for athlete activities from the contract. Mo cconnmic reason was offered, simply the
district’s desire W o as il deemed fit with those salarics, rather thin bargain about them in the
context of o magier agreemsent. This directly affected at least some of the jobs of members of
the Bargaining unit. Heeawse (e salaries for achistic activities would be highar than if an
asspciatkon proposal was adopred, the distnel was willing 1o spend mare money outside of e
contract, to ohain woial control of the athletic activitics salaries, and also willing 10 spend
more money within the contract 1o ol4ain that control,

Even though the district ably argues that it can legally exclode the salaries for sthleic
activities from the contract, those salaries were part ¢ the existing contract. The-propozal i
remove those saluries came In response 10 negotitions suppesting o smaller increase in those
salunes and 2 larger increase in teacher salaries. . This deaconian respouse, coupled with the
ather complamed-of proposals, presents a totality of condwer tat establishes (he district was
not negotiating in good faith, What each complained-of proposal does not, standing alone,
eatnblishy, the combined proposals do establish.

V. Conclusions of Law

|. The Beard of Personnel Appeals las jurisdiction over this matter, 882-15-1T{08,
10-31-403, 39-531-406 MCA,

2. The District breached is statwtory duty wnder §839-31-305(1), 39-31-305(2), and
3%-31-401{5) MCA to bazgain collectively i pood fuith as a1 public employer and in =0 doing
comimined an unfair labor pracice. Proposing removal of o existing schedule of pay
covering at least some members of the bargaining unit for some dutkes, toeether wilh mflexible
posIbons o major economis 155ues and o coercive reduced one-vear proposal cougrled with b
refterated two vear proposil, constitule o totality of conduct that vielates the disirict’s stamiory

ablepation of goed Mith barraining,

A



2. The Association mee s barden of demonstrating that the district has-engaged in an
unbair lzbor practice.  The association &5 entitled (o a Board of Personnel Appeals cease i
desist order

VI, Recommended Order

1. The district is ordered 1o cease and destst from 15 unfair Inbor practice.

2. The district shall refrain from violatieg the Montam Public Emplovees Collective
Hargaining Act and shall negotiate with the associatton in full compliance with the Act,

3. The district shall make reports from time o e o the Board of Personnel
Appeals, 25 the Board or by delegation department staff may requine, showing the extent o
which it has eomplicd with this Onder,

DATED: September 24, 1998,
BOARD OF PERSONNEL APPEALS

¥ s
By " : ,-I I
BTy Spear |
Hearing lf,ll"r'l-lr.lli:r

A
MNaotice of Aggrieved F.“E.HHI Highis

!;L,_f— b

Excephions-to these Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law amd Becommended Order
tuay be Tiled pursiont o AR.M. 24.26.215 within 20 dzys after the day the decision of the
hearing officer 18 mailed, as el forth in the centificate of service below,  If no exceptions are
timely filed, this Recormmended Order shall become the Final Order of the Board of Perstnnel
Appeals.  §30-31-006(0) MCA. Notice of Exceplions must be in writing, setting forth with

spocificity the errors asserted in the proposed decision and the issues rajsed by e exceplions.

| and shall be mailed 10!

Board of Personnel Appeals,
Department of Labor and Industry
P.O. Box 1728

Helenn, MT 39624-1728
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